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SUMMARY OF FACULTY SENATE MEETING 4/24/06 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 3:15 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the 4/10/06 meeting by Senator 
Hitlan; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that there is nothing new to 
report on the state budget. 
The presidents and three staff members from each of the 
universities will be in Des Moines to meet with the Board of 
Regents (BOR) budget subcommittee this week. 
Interim Provost Lubker asked, as this is the last meeting of the 
academic year, whom he should contact in faculty leadership if 
he needs input over the summer. The Senate indicated that he 
should contact the Faculty Senate Chair and Vice-Chair. 
In response to Senator Heston's question about decisions 
regarding the budget being left in the hands of the incoming 
university president, Interim Provost Lubker responded that 
administration has been instructed to not be very public about 
budget concerns until the new president has been named. 
COMMENTS FROM FACULTY CHAIR, SUE JOSLYN 
Faculty Chair Joslyn reported that both the Plagiarism and the 
Academic Rigor groups met for the final time for the year and 
she is very pleased with the amount of faculty participation and 
the recommendations that have come forth from both groups. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, RONNIE BANKSTON 
Chair Bankston reported that he presented a summary of the 
recommendations from the Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
Learning (CETL) taskforce to the Campus Advisory Group (CAG) as 
part of the Campus Conversation process. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITMES FOR DOCKETING 
907 Emeritus Status request, Marilyn D. Story, Department of 
Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies, effective 
7/06 
Motion to docket in regular order as item #817 by Senator Mitra; 
second by Senator Strauss. Motion passed. 
908 Annual Report of the Military science Liaison and Advisory 
Committee 
Motion to docket in regular order as item #818 by Senator 
Kaparthi; second by Senator Mitra. Motion passed. 
NEW BUSINESS 
Multi-Modal Facility Update 
Chair Bankston noted that there the last update on the Multi-
Modal Facility project to the Senate was April 2005. David 
Zarifis, Director, UNI Public Safety, and Jan Hanish, Assistant 
Vice-President, University Event Coordination, were present to 
discuss the proposed Multi-Modal Facility. A lengthy discussion 
followed with Ms. Hanish stating that they will be backing up to 
look for an alternative site location, as there was much concern 
about locating the facility by the Gallagher-Bluedorn Performing 
Arts Center. They hoped the Senate will be updated next fall on 
any decisions or actions by the Senate representatives who were 
selected to serve on the committee. 
Election of Faculty Senate Officers 
Chair Bankston stated that the Nominating Committee of the 
Faculty Senate has the responsibility of putting forward a slate 
of candidates. The names that the committee wishes to put 
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forward are Cindy Herndon for Chair of the Faculty Senate and 
Michael Licari for Vice-Chair. 
Motion to close nominations by Senator Heston; second by Senator 
Soneson. Motion passed. 
Motion to support the slate put forward by the Nominating 
Committee of the Faculty Senate by Senator Strauss; second by 
Soneson. Motion passed. 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
816 Report to the Faculty Senate - Honor Code Task Force 
Otto MacLin, Chair of the Faculty Senate Honor Code Task Force, 
and members of the Task Force were present to review the process 
and to discuss the report. A lengthy discussion followed and 
members of the committee answered questions put forth by the 
Senate. 
Motion by Senator Kaparthi to receive the report from the Honor 
Code Task Force and request the committee to come up with a 
proposal for setting up an honor system and a implementation 
plan; second by Dr. Cooper. 
Discussion continued on the implementation of an honor code and 
how to change the culture at UNI to one of academic honesty. 
In response to Chair Bankston's request if the committee would 
be willing to continue their participation in this process, Dr. 
MacLin responded that they would. 
The motion to receive the report from the Faculty Senate's Honor 
Code Task Force passed. 
Recognition of Faculty Senate members who were completing their 
terms followed; they were presented with recognition plaques. 
Senator Katherine VanWormer, representing the College of Social 
and Behavioral Sciences, serving 2005-2006. 
Senator Melissa Heston, representing the College of Education, 
serving 2003-2006. 
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Senator Atul Mitra, representing the College of Business 
Administration, serving 2005-2006. 
Senator Donna Vinton, nonvoting representative, serving 2000-
2006. 
Interim Provost Lubker acknowledged Faculty Senate Chair Ronnie 
Bankston, representing the College of Humanities and Fine Arts, 
serving 2003-2004 as a senator and 2004-2006 as Faculty Senate 
Chair. 
Faculty Chair Bankston also acknowledge Faculty Senate 
Secretary, Dena Snowden, for the work she does, and acknowledged 
the efforts of Faculty Chair Sue Joslyn. 
ADJOURNMENT 
DRAFT FOR SENATOR' S REVIEW 
MINUTES OF THE UNIVERSITY FACULTY SENATE MEETING 
4/24/06 
1635 
PRESENT: Bankston, Basom, Christensen, Gray, Heston, Hitlan, 
Joslyn, Kaparthi, Koch, Licari, Lubker, Mitra, O'Kane, Patton, 
Soneson, Strauss, VanWormer, Vinton, Weeg 
Carol Cooper was attending for Cindy Herndon. 
Absent: Mvuyekure, Tallakson 
CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 3:15 P.M. 
APPROVAL OF THE MINUTES 
Motion to approve the minutes of the 4/10/06 meeting by Senator 
Hitlan; second by Senator O'Kane. Motion passed. 
CALL FOR PRESS IDENTIFICATION 
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No press present. 
COMMENTS FROM INTERIM PROVOST LUBKER 
Interim Provost Lubker stated that there is nothing new to 
report on the state budget. 
This Friday morning the presidents and three staff members from 
each of the universities will be in Des Moines to meet with the 
budget subcommittee. The subcommittee consists of three regents 
and each party will have one hour to discuss the budget. 
Interim Provost Lubker reminded the Senate that this is their 
last meeting of the academic year and is often the case, 
important decisions will be made over the next few weeks while 
the faculty are away from campus. He asked the senate for 
advice about whom he should contact in faculty leadership if he 
needs input. He suggested the Faculty Senate Chair and Vice-
Chair and the Senate indicated that they would be satisfactory. 
Senator Heston asked if decisions regarding the budget beyond 
the Regents would be left in the hands of the new incoming 
university president. Interim Provost Lubker responded that he 
does not know but administration has been instructed to not be 
very public about budget concerns until the new president has 
been named. We would, however, want to confer with the new 
president because whatever decisions are made, that individual 
will have to take care of them. 
COMMENTS FROM FACUTY CHAIR, SUE JOSLYN 
Faculty Chair Joslyn reported that both the Plagiarism and the 
Academic Rigor groups have met for the final time for the year. 
She is very pleased with the amount of faculty participation in 
both groups and the recommendations that have come forth from 
both groups have been fairly similar. She will be emailing a 
summary of the activities of both groups and recommendations for 
the upcoming year to the faulty within the next week. 
COMMENTS FROM CHAIR, RONNIE BANKSTON 
Chair Bankston reported that he presented a summary of the 
recommendations from the Center for Excellence in Teaching and 
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Learning (CETL) taskforce to the Campus Advisory Group (CAG) as 
part of the Campus Conversation process. 
CONSIDERATION OF CALENDAR ITEMS FOR DOCKETING 
907 Emeritus Status request, Marilyn D. Story, Department of 
Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies, effective 
7/06 
Motion to docket in regular order as item #817 by Senator Mitra; 
second by Senator Strauss. Motion passed. 
908 Annual Report of the Military science Liaison and Advisory 
Committee 
Motion to docket in regular order as item #818 by Senator 
Kaparthi; second by Senator Mitra. Motion passed. 
NEW BUSINESS 
Multi-Modal Facility Update 
Chair Bankston noted that there have been questions around 
campus about the Multi-Modal Facility and the last update on the 
project to the Senate was April 2005. David Zarifis, Director, 
UNI Public Safety, and Jan Hanish, Assistant Vice-President, 
University Event Coordination, were present to discuss the 
proposed Multi-Modal Facility. 
Ms. Hanish stated that she was asked in January to chair the 
committee that was looking at the Multi-Modal Facility, and she 
is here today in that capacity. She reviewed the process that 
has taken place for the Senate, noting that last fall the 
university received permission from the Board of Regents (BOR) 
to meet with an architect regarding preliminary plans on the 
facility. There was enough information around the end of 
February that the committee felt they could inform the campus 
community through a website and they held informational sessions 
for the campus around the end of March. A survey link was 
provided on the website, and received over 300 comments from 
across the campus. Those have been reviewed and complied, and 
will be posted on the website soon. There was an enormous 
amount of concern from the campus on a number of levels. 
Concerns noted included potential parking rates, proposed 
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location, additional fees for operation, transit itself, review 
of the need of such a facility, and overall campus budget 
uncertainty. As a result, at this point, the project is not 
moving forward. The proposed location near the Gallagher-
Bluedorn Performing Arts Center is not what people want. The 
committee will now need to review the proposal to see if there 
is a viable plan that we can have here on campus that supports 
what the campus community wants, meeting current and future 
needs. The addition of the new university president will also 
be a critical component. 
Senator Heston asked if the committee had any kind of time frame 
in mind. Ms. Hanish responded that she really did not want to 
wait until the next academic year as that will be four months 
that will be lost and federal grant money is time sensitive. 
Because the funding has come in during various fiscal years, 
each fiscal year is also time sensitive. She would like to 
continue the conversations over the summer, recognizing that 
they need input from faculty, P&S staff, Merit staff and 
students. Too much time will be lost if they wait until 
September. She likened it to starting a train up a hill, we've 
got to this point, and she doesn't want to see it go back down 
the hill and have to start up it again. 
Senator Heston remarked that the concerns she has heard are 
whether decisions will be made over the summer with adequate 
continued opportunities for input. And one of the primary 
concerns is that the campus community will hear about things 
after decisions have been made. 
Mr. Zarifis responded that the way this has gone, that has not 
been the case. They have had open forums and they want to hear 
those comments and feedback. What is being heard today is a 
reaction to the comments and feedback. Over the summer the 
groundwork for discussions could be developed. 
Senator Heston added that perhaps a new plan could be developed 
over the summer, one recommending a new location. 
Ms. Hanish replied that that is what they plan, and that those 
things will take time as the Federal Transportation 
Administration (FTA) has requirements that we have to meet such 
as environmental studies. If we wait until September, we won't 
get those things done. The committee has to respond to the 
campus community. There are also FTA requirements that have to 
be met. And there are things that are driven by the BOR. But 
as far as decisions, nothing gets done until the BOR approves 
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it. Currently there is no intent to make any fast decision and 
the committee has heard clearly that they have to back up. 
Now that the website is up, Ms. Hanish continued, they can get 
information out to the campus community faster. 
Chair Bankston asked if a change of location would require BOR 
approval? 
Ms. Hanish responded that the BOR never approved the location; 
they only approved the committee getting feasibility 
information. Any approvals would first have to come from the 
BOR. They would have to work with the FTA as they had approved 
the Gallagher-Bluedorn site based on the environmental studies. 
They would have to go back to get those environmental studies 
done for a new proposed site and then get FTA approval first 
before moving on. The BOR will ultimately approve the location. 
Chair Bankston asked if when the group initially decided on the 
Performing Arts Center site, were other sites also taken into 
consideration? 
Mr. Zarifis replied that there were six sites that the committee 
looked at. Feasible sites included in the study done by KA and 
Associates included the area north of the Industrial Tech 
Center, the Gallagher-Bluedorn, the College Courts area, the 
Campbell Hall area, the Commons area, and the Campbell A parking 
lot. 
Ms. Hanish noted that the original site was south of University 
Drive and there was some concern expressed by the campus 
community with that site. The site issue was revisited and the 
preferred site identified was the Gallagher-Bluedorn, the 
existing A lot, noting that people would use it more at that 
location. The committee went back to the FTA and they approved 
moving to that location. She also noted that many things on 
campus have changed over the last five years since they began 
working on this, and those changes may be reflected in the 
concerns that have been expressed. While the committee thought 
they were responding to information expressed by the campus 
community, they now know pretty clearly that that location is 
not what is wanted. 
Senator Soneson asked if there has been a study of the actual 
need for such a facility. Ms. Hanish responded that parking 
consultants had come in to do studies but not a formalized 
research study. 
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Senator Soneson continued that the concern he has heard 
expressed is "Why are we doing this in the first place?" Is it 
because we can get the funding or because there is a genuine 
need for more parking on campus? 
Ms. Hanish responded that when this was first looked at it was 
because they had heard, and believed, that there was a genuine 
need for more parking on campus, and that this is a process that 
has happened over the past five or six years. The question now 
is, is there a better way to address those needs, or have those 
needs been met by other methods, and that is what the committee 
is trying to determine. 
Senator Soneson commented that the campus has indeed downsized. 
Chair Bankston asked if the window for federal funding expires 
at a certain date. Ms. Hanish replied that each year there is a 
window relative to the fiscal year, a time frame based on when 
funding was first allocated. There is some flexibility and it 
is only relative to each segment of the process. No one wants 
to shove this in because there is some arbitrary deadline on the 
part of the grant funding. 
Chair Bankston thanked Ms. Hanish and Mr. Zarifis for providing 
the Senate with an update of the project. 
Mr. Zarifis noted that when the committee reconvenes the Senate 
will be represented by two new representatives, Senators Strauss 
and Licari, who will hopefully be providing updates and 
feedback. 
Ms. Hanish stated that she hopes that faculty members who have 
been involved will continue to be involved to provide some 
continuity. 
Election of Faculty Senate Officers 
Chair Bankston stated that the Nominating Committee of the 
Faculty Senate has the responsibility of putting forward a slate 
of candidates. The names that the committee wishes to put 
forward are Cindy Herndon, HPELS, for Chair of the Faculty 
Senate and Michael Licari, Political Science, for Vice-Chair. 
Motion to close nominations by Senator Heston; second by Senator 
Soneson. Motion passed. 
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Motion to support the slate put forward by the Nominating 
Committee of the Faculty Senate by Senator Strauss; second by 
Soneson. Motion passed. 
Chair Bankston noted that he is quite confident in their 
abilities and confident that they will do an excellent job next 
year. 
CONSIDERATION OF DOCKETED ITEMS 
816 Report to the Faculty Senate - Honor Code Task Force 
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Otto MacLin, Chair of the Faculty Senate Honor Code Task Force, 
and members of the task force were present to review the process 
and to discuss the report. Dr. MacLin noted that this was an 
item that was brought before the Senate by Mitch Strauss, 
Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies, while he 
MacLin) was serving as a senator and he was appointed to the 
Task Force. Dr. Strauss had been involved in an honor code 
system at a university previous to coming to UNI and he thought 
that this was something from with UNI might benefit. The Senate 
thought it was an interesting idea to look into and set up a 
task force to explore the idea. The committee was not charged 
with looking for anything in particular or exact details, they 
were just asked to look at whether this would be something that 
could work at UNI, and if so, what a honor code might look like 
here at UNI. 
Dr. MacLin noted that the task force was made up of a variety of 
people from the campus, strong-minded people, and it was an 
interesting endeavor to be involved in. The committee met three 
times a month to review the information they came up with. 
Everything that is being presented to the Senate today, with the 
exception of a few definitions, had the unanimous support of the 
whole committee. He is very pleased with the way the committee 
worked and with the outcomes of the committee. 
Dr. MacLin stated that Chair Bankston had determined that the 
committee should represent student government, UNI 
Administration, United Faculty, and the Faculty Senate. Dr. 
MacLin introduced members of the task force committee: Joe 
Murphy, NISG President; Tarek Fahmy, NISG Vice-Chair; Ed Berry, 
Associate Vice-President, Educational and Student Services; 
Francis Degnin, Philosophy and Religion; Gerri Perreault, 
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Education Leadership, Counseling, and Postsecondary Education; 
Jessica Moon, University Honor's Program; Steve O'Kane, Biology; 
Mitch Strauss, Design, Textiles, Gerontology and Family Studies; 
and Hans Isakson, Economics. 
While their initial charge was to make recommendations to the 
Senate, the committee determined separate sub-charges that they 
wanted to do as a group. The first was to determine if academic 
dishonesty was a problem at UN!. They felt that there was no 
sense in coming up with a solution if there was not an 
established problem. If there was a problem, they determined 
they should evaluate existing honor code systems. He noted that 
there are quite a few honor codes out there and they vary in 
structure and implementation based on needs of the university or 
college. The final step was to make recommendations to the 
Faculty Senate. The committee are not trying to sell anything; 
they are here to provide information and make recommendations to 
the Senate. The Senate can do what it chooses to with this 
information. 
The task force committee met with the Interim Provost and 
discussed academic dishonesty and also attended a deans meeting. 
They did not coordinate with the Plagiarism group, which caused 
concern for some individuals, because they felt they had a 
different charge. They were looking at a inclusive, specific 
issue for the Senate, and plagiarism would be a subset of that. 
Neither did they meet with the Registrar's Office or the Finance 
Committee to see if UN! could afford a system. 
In looking at the committee's first sub-charge, is academic 
dishonesty a problem, the members determined, based on their 
meetings and information gathered, it was a problem. It was 
felt that some instances may be unreported because academic 
dishonesty is often dealt with at the faculty level. There were 
numerous anecdotal instances reported by the task force members 
themselves. With the introduction of Turnitin.com, a number of 
students were getting caught plagiarizing. They also looked at 
the results of an unpublished study of UN! students. A student 
of Dr. MacLin's who had been caught cheating several years ago 
was given the assignment of doing a research project on 
cheating. This student collected data from a variety of 
students who were taking Introduction to Psychology and found 
that up to 97% admitted to some form of academic dishonesty. 
The consensus of the task force committee was that it is a 
problem at UN! and that something should be done about it. 
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The next step was to evaluate different honor systems. They 
looked at honor systems at Kansas State, University of Maryland, 
Old Dominion University, University of Oklahoma and University 
of South Carolina. They looked at the generalities, the general 
patterns amongst them and discussed if adopted, how the various 
systems might fit at UNI, as well as with the culture at UNI. 
Dr. MacLin noted that the NISG representatives are very much on 
the ball and are looking out for the students' interest. 
Everything that they came up with had to pass muster with Joe 
and Tarek; it had to be good for both students and faculty. 
They felt that if they had a good policy, the culture here at 
UNI would emerge through the policy and procedures, and that 
resonated quite a bit better with the students. Tarek and Dr. 
MacLin took the role of "devil's advocate" throughout the 
process and made the committee work to prove that this was a 
sound policy. 
The committee did observe through examination of other honor 
systems that if you're going to have a system, it will have a 
better chance of being successful if it is a well-run system. 
He urged the Senate to be invested in the system to the extent 
of wholeheartedly supporting it if they make the decision to 
support an honor system. 
Dr. MacLin stated that the task force unanimously recommends 
that the Faculty Senate adopt and endorse an Honor Code System. 
Further recommendations include regularly checking the Honor 
Code to make sure it is doing what the Senate wants it to do. A 
baseline study might be helpful with data being collected every 
two years to determine if the system is effective. If it is not 
changing the topography of cheating, the frequency of cheating 
or academic behaviors, then the system may have to be changed or 
dropped all together. The task force is optimistic that there 
is a good system that will work for UNI. 
Once the task force committee agreed that an Honor Code System 
would be good for UNI they decided to develop a constitution, 
which would define the structure of an honor code. The 
committee spent a lot of time developing bylaws designed to 
define the details they had incorporated into the constitution. 
Dr. MacLin noted that the constitution and bylaws that the 
committee came up with are good sound documents that could work. 
They realize that if the Senate accepts the work of the 
committee, another committee may be appointed and could rehash 
some of the details. The constitution and bylaws that they have 
developed are as good as any out there being used by other 
universities and colleges. 
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Dr. MacLin also stated that the committee developed an honor 
pledge, which states, "On my honor and to affirm the tradition 
and spirit of the University of Northern Iowa, as a student, I 
shall neither give nor receive unauthorized aid on any academic 
endeavor." He noted that all the honor codes they reviewed had 
honor pledges. They felt that the pledge would be something 
that incoming students would be exposed to because if we want to 
start changing behavior, we want to start when they first come 
into UNI. Some professors already use something to this effect 
for their tests. 
Dr. Carol Cooper relayed a question from Senator Herndon, saying 
it seems that there is a large number of people included on the 
Honor Council; will they be listening to or acting on cases? 
Hans Isakson responded that there was no real "magic" number; 
they wanted to make sure there was broad representation from 
each college including the graduate college. Yes, members of 
the Honor Council will be called to serve as investigators and 
to serve on the hearing panel, so a large group is needed to 
carry out all the roles defined in the constitution. 
Dr. Cooper asked why two students and two faculty at large 
members are needed; it seems that with 26 people already on the 
council that's enough. 
Dr. MacLin responded that the task force is very concerned about 
representation. He noted that the nice thing about this is that 
they developed bylaws and bylaws can be changed. He felt that 
it is better to be a little "top heavy." 
Senator Weeg suggested the library faculty also be included in 
the representation, especially if there is to be an 
investigation. 
Associate Provost Koch commented that, as the administrator who 
has been in charge of the academic grievance procedure for many 
years, she finds a lot that she really likes in this and 
compliments the work that the task force has done and the extent 
to which they have moved forward. They went beyond what the 
original charge was and provided a blue print for an honor code 
system here at UNI. It seems that something like this would 
likely replace the existing procedures at the undergraduate and 
graduate levels, and she likes that a lot. She has been very 
concerned about our existing grievance procedures for some time; 
that they sort of "lurk in waiting ready to pounce" and they 
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don't do anything educational at the front end. She also likes 
the idea of a pledge. She likes the cultural implications of 
saying to students when they're admitted here we expect that you 
will act like scholars and this is how scholars act. We would 
need to be certain that there is a strong educational element 
included. She attended a plagiarism conference several years 
ago where experts in these areas noted that it is not enough to 
have policies in place; you need to assist students into this 
culture of academic honesty. There's a lot to like here. 
Dr. MacLin noted that they were really fortunate in that Ed 
Berry was part of the task force. Dr. Berry made it very clear 
that it was not to be a "snare" to catch people and throw them 
out; instead it could actually facilitate retention in that we 
can rernediate. There are clauses for exceptions which makes it 
student friendly. 
In response to Associate Provost Koch's comment about the 
educational component, Dr. Isakson noted that there is a lot of 
detail still to be worked out that goes beyond this blueprint. 
It will take probably the better part of an academic year for 
the details to be worked out, a director and assistants to be 
named, and the procedures to be worked out that will ensure that 
the whole system is understood by students and faculty. It will 
be a continuous effort year in and year out to keep faculty and 
students informed. 
Associate Provost Koch added that in her own mind, she's not 
really sure what sort of structure it will take to do this. But 
the ideas here are very good, and she hopes that we can go forth 
with it. 
Dr. Isakson noted that the task force committee grappled with 
the same concerns and they were not really ready to recommend 
that the university adopt an honor system unless we have a 
better understanding of what an honor system looks like. What 
the committee carne up with is as good as a blueprint as you're 
going get. 
Faculty Chair Joslyn commented that in discussions with the 
Plagiarism group, implementation was brought up and one of the 
things about the Turnitin.corn website, which they hope will 
continue on past this first year, is the strong educational 
component. There are tutorials that can be printed off and 
handouts for students on plagiarism and citation, for students' 
education. Using the site itself can be educational because you 
can show students what you'll see when you turn in a paper that 
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contains plagiarism, what percentages, etc. And hopefully they 
will see that it is in their best interest just write the paper 
themselves. The company really focuses on the educational 
component, not just catching students, and teaching them how to 
do it right. The other thing that the Plagiarism discussion 
group recommended is support of the honor code and incorporating 
it into the culture of the university. They recommended 
incorporating the code itself along with a brief tutorial on 
plagiarism into student registration, similar to the 
measles/mumps/rubella shots students have to have if they don't 
have proof that they've already had them. A hold could be 
placed on their registration if they don't take the five-minute 
tutorial. That way students know what is important to this 
university; they are aware of what the honor code is, what is 
plagiarism is and how to properly cite. If they go through the 
tutorial and take a short on-line quiz, they may then register. 
And they may take the quiz as many times as they need to. 
Dr. MacLin also added that these are different circumstances for 
many incoming students who may or may not have observed these 
behaviors in high school, but they stop here. He also noted 
that with this system when evidence is collected, it is then 
turned over to the Honor Council which then assigns members to 
follow-up with the investigation and thus takes the matter out 
of the hands of the reporting faculty member. 
Associate Provost Koch commented that those on the academic 
grievance committee liked the process as well because untenured 
faculty members sometimes feel uncomfortable if their department 
head says to let it go and they feel strongly that they don't 
want to let it go. This process be very protective of both 
tenured and untenured faculty. 
Dr. Cooper remarked that the proposed constitution says that 
appointing faculty members are to be nominated by their 
respective deans and she would recommend it be by the college 
senates because she believes the faculty needs to select their 
representatives. 
Senator Weeg stated that she strongly believes a student honor 
code cannot exist separate from the codes that bind faculty to 
academic honesty. Did the committee discuss how a student honor 
code would dovetail with the existing policies we have governing 
faculty? 
Dr. MacLin responded that yes, they did discuss that issue. 
There were some members that felt strongly towards that, and 
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they're not opposed to doing something like that. Dr. Strauss 
added they felt that faculty should be honest in all their 
endeavors, and there are separate policies in place for ensuring 
that. The committee wanted to focus on academics and how they 
relate to students. 
Senator Weeg continued asking how the two dovetail. The 
committee is talking about creating an entire culture of 
academic honesty which also involves faculty being honest. In 
particular she has heard a number of students discussing faculty 
using graduate assistants in conducting the faculty member's 
research. We have policies governing that but students may not 
be aware that they exist. The students may feel that if they 
have to pledge to be honest, what do faculty have to govern 
their actions. 
Dr. Isakson responded, noting that one of the important features 
of the document is the definition of academic dishonesty, which 
would be approved by the Faculty Senate. The Faculty Senate has 
complete control over what Senator Weeg has brought up. If it 
doesn't mesh with the existing standards for faculty behavior, 
then it is the Faculty Senate's responsibility to make sure it 
does. If it falls short, then we need to look in the mirror and 
de·cide who is responsible. The one aspect of this whole process 
that faculty completely control is the definition of academic 
dishonesty. The standard that you hold students to needs to be 
no different than the standard we hold for ourselves. 
Mitch Strauss added that in looking at honor systems throughout 
the country, they are independent from faculty standards and you 
do not see the same bodies addressing both faculty and student 
honesty. 
Dr. MacLin noted that they are not trying to forge a climate but 
to allow the climate to evolve with the implementation of an 
honor code. The students on the committee were very concerned 
about this "forging of a culture," that it wouldn't be forced. 
Tarek Fahmy stated that both he and Joe Murphy, as students, 
were very skeptical coming into the task force. It was a huge 
undertaking at first to get over the hurdle of realizing that 
there is a need for something like this and the considering 
whether the code was fair to the students. It is very easy to 
talk about changing the campus culture; but to actually buy into 
it; it has to be practiced for a number of years. And by saying 
"honor code," we're not pointing solely to students; it is a 
whole campus thing. 
Faculty Chair Joslyn commented that Scott Cawelti had made a 
presentation on academic ethics, which she forwarded to the 
faculty, that created some interesting discussion. It is 
something that a lot of faculty are concerned about and should 
be discussed with possible recommendations made to change the 
existing policy or to include more specific instructions or 
guidelines with regards to ethics. 
Senator Gray asked if the task force addressed situations where 
students can graduate and still have an "FX" on their 
transcript? Would it become permanent if they didn't complete 
the academic integrity development program? 
17 
Dr. MacLin responded that they did discuss those kinds of 
things. Dr. Isakson continued that the "FX" grade is one of the 
sanctions available where a student has been adjudicated as 
breaking rules of academic dishonesty. If the student can 
disprove that "FX" and get it changed to an "F," he can then 
possibly re-take the course to earn a higher grade to 
recalculate his GPA, once he has taken the Academic Integrity 
Development Program. If a student chooses not to do so, the 
"FX" grade will remain on their transcript. The only way a 
student can get an "FX" removed is on the first offense. On the 
second offense the student will not have that option; the "FX" 
stays there permanently. 
Dr. MacLin noted that the message of this honor code is that 
it's not a good idea to cheat. The structure of it is such that 
there is a process for appeals, a process for grievances; the 
process itself is fair. If academic dishonesty exists, which he 
believes it does, once a system like this is implemented a lot 
of people will be caught with their bad behaviors. Hopefully, 
as new students come in, while they don't want to make examples 
of anyone, this will be a strong message to them as cases of 
academic dishonesty are played out through this system. 
Senator Heston asked who will bear the burden of proof if a 
situation should come before a particular council? 
Dr. MacLin responded that the way it is set up is that the 
faculty member can collect data on the violation or a student 
could come up to a faculty member and report that another 
student was cheating. This would then go forward to the Honor 
Council, who would visit with the professor, review the evidence 
and determine if there are sufficient circumstances to pursue 
the investigation. They would then contact the student. But 
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that the strongest message of this code is don't cheat, don't do 
the behaviors. 
Dr. Strauss commented that the burden of proof is with the 
observer, whether it is a teacher observing an event. The next 
step is for the council to consider the facts, consider the 
context, and consider the intent. Whoever observes the event, 
whether student or faculty, would present the facts a~ they 
observed them. 
Senator O'Kane added that when the committee put this together 
they really tried to craft it in such a way so that ambiguity 
and doubt would always fall in favor of the student. In getting 
into the nitty gritty details, you will find they all work that 
way. 
Senator Heston stated that her question then becomes if it is in 
the students' favor, is it seen as a preventative measure? She 
used speeding as an example. Speed limits are set but people 
still speed hoping they won't get caught; and if they do, they 
pay their fines. And it doesn't stop any of us from speeding. 
Dr. MacLin replied that Senator Heston's point is well taken and 
they set out to change the culture at UNI to not cheat because 
it's the right thing to do. He believes a lot of students cheat 
because other students cheat. When you start to control this by 
having solid, well-defined consequences to the behaviors, 
they're either going to get smarter or reduce the behaviors. 
The results of that will be the culture; a culture that includes 
the faculty endeavors as well. 
Dr. Strauss continued that there are national reports and 
statistics that speak to this and currently in state 
institutions like ours, it is reported that the number of 
students who have cheated at least once is somewhere around two-
thirds of the student body. The number of students who have 
cheated repeatedly is around 40%. Institutions with honor 
systems have significantly reduced numbers but they don't 
eliminate cheating. One of the things that an honor system does 
do is make cheating socially unacceptable, and right now it 
doesn't appear that cheating is viewed as being socially 
unacceptable. 
Senator Hitlan asked about the power that this system would give 
the Honor Council members, how would it coincide with the 
University Judicial Committee and the power given them? It 
seems like this gives the Honor Council members a lot of power 
in terms of trying this, was it or was it not plagiarism, 
cheating~ what have you. 
Dr. MacLin responded that he would assume that the redundancy 
within those organizations would, through restructuring of 
policies, shift to the Honor Council. 
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Dr. Strauss continued that the academic ethics policy as it 
exists now leaves the initial adjudication up to the faculty to 
decide whether or not cheating occured. Then there are a series 
of grievance hearings that initially occur with the department 
head, then the dean and then the University Judicial Committee 
for final analysis. This honor system will eliminate that 
process and replaces it with the faculty making the initial 
decision and then the Honor Council making a judgment as a 
formal group as to whether or not cheating has occurred. A 
grievance system has been built into this process. 
Dr. Isakson noted that the University Judicial Committee deals 
specifically with far broader issues than just academic 
dishonesty by students. They envision that virtually all of the 
existing systems in place that deal with academic dishonesty by 
students would be replaced by this system to reduce duplication. 
Dr. MacLin stated that when he served on the UNI Faculty Senate 
he was very cognizant of people trying to "sell" the Senate on 
things. They are not here to "sell" the Senate on something; 
they are here to report what they found out. The problem is in 
going through the process the committee ended up selling 
themselves on this. And if they seem passionate about it, it is 
because they believe in it. 
Dr. Cooper remarked that Susan Koch's committee also deals with 
students who are arguing a grade, which has nothing to do with 
academic dishonesty. So there is probably a need for both 
committees. 
Senator Basom reported that, prior to coming to UNI, she taught 
at Middlebury College, Vermont, which did have an honor code. 
She agrees with what the committee has been saying. It didn't 
stop cheating totally but it did make a difference. Every 
student was required to sign some kind of pledge at every single 
exam, most of which were shortened to say, "I did not cheat". 
Dr. MacLin noted that the committee discussed ways having 
students sign something but would respect faculty members and 
how they want~d to address it. They wanted to provide a guide 
for faculty, not dictate what they had to do. 
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Motion by Senator Kaparthi to receive the report from the Honor 
Code Task Force and ask the committee to come up with a proposal 
for setting up an honor system and an implementation plan; 
second by Dr. Cooper. 
Senator Gray asked that it be added to the record that the 
Library be represented in the selection of Honor Council 
members. 
Chair Bankston responded that those are remarks that would be in 
the minutes and the committee could look at the minutes to see 
the language of the commendations. 
Senator Heston reiterated that the intent of the motion is to 
ask the Honor Code Task Force to create the final system that 
they would like us to approve and how that would be implemented 
over the next three or four years, or whatever it would take. 
Senator Kaparthi noted that he hoped it wouldn't take three or 
four years. It will also need to go through all the channels at 
the university for approval and funding. 
Senator Heston continued that the committee would take the 
necessary steps to turn this into a document that the Senate 
could adopt, adapt or approve. She asked if a policy this broad 
would need to go to the full faculty for approval rather than 
going to just the Faculty Senate? She would assume that there 
would be a faculty meeting called by the faculty chair where 
there would be an open discussion and with voting on any major 
changes that would affect the faculty constitution. This is a 
fairly major transformation of university policies and 
procedures. While she doesn't mind the Senate making this 
decision some faculty may want the opportunity to weigh in more 
directly. 
Senator Weeg commented that she understood from Senator 
Kaparthi's motion that we are receiving the report and asking 
the same body to spend time to propose their ideal that would 
work at UNI. 
Chair Bankston stated that the motion is simply to receive the 
report and then the task force would come back to the Senate 
with an implementation plan. 
Chair Bankston asked Dr. MacLin and the committee if they would 
be willing to continue their participation in this process? 
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Dr. MacLin responded that they would be willing to continue and 
work with the university parties including student government on 
this. 
The motion to receive the report from the Faculty Senate's Honor 
Code Task Force passed. 
Chair Bankston asked NISG representatives what the odds are of 
an honor code system being passed by NISG? 
Jennifer Younie, NISG Vice-President Elect responded that she 
sees this as going over very well. A presentation was made to 
the NISG last year on honor codes but it was more of a general 
honor code. The NISG was in agreement that plagiarism and 
cheating were major concerns here and that something needed to 
be done. The Honor Code Task Force, with representation of the 
NISG involved, would be accepted favorably. There are those 
skeptics but she sees it being passed. 
Chair Bankston continued that if we as a campus pass an honor 
code, how do you change the culture in an efficient manner. It 
would appear if there are multiple mechanisms in play to try to 
integrate the change such as the registration process or 
orientation, exams where it's being reinforced by faculty, and 
student government supports, that would change the culture 
quicker. 
Senator Weeg asked if, at the universities that had honor codes, 
students were asked to pledge allegiance to the code. 
Dr. MacLin responded that students more or less need just to be 
aware that the code exists. It can go either way. If 
individual faculty feel strongly about having students pledge, 
they can do that. What the committee would like is, at the 
minimum, just to know that the code is there and to have read 
it, and indicate that they understand it. 
Senator Weeg continued that there are some people that do not 
pledge to anything, thinking particularly of international 
students or people of certain religions. 
Dr. Strauss replied that he has been at three different schools, 
each with an honor system, and the honor system was inferred but 
he never signed anything. However, he noted, there are some 
schools that have in circulation contracts where students do 
sign. 
Chair Bankston thanked the Honor Code Task Force on behalf of 
the Senate for the extensive amount of work they had done and 
looked forward to receiving the implementation plan. 
Dr. Strauss stated that he would like to thank the Senate for 
allowing the committee to pursue this endeavor and to present 
their findings. 
Chair Bankston stated that there are members of the Faculty 
Senate who are completing out their terms, and the Senate would 
like to acknowledge their contributions by presenting them with 
recognition plaques. 
Senator Katherine VanWormer, representing the College of Social 
and Behavioral Sciences, serving 2005-2006. 
Senator Melissa Heston, representing the College of Education, 
serving 2003-2006. 
Senator Atul Mitra, representing the College of Business 
Administration, serving 2005-2006. 
Senator Donna Vinton, nonvoting representative, serving 2000-
2006. 
Interim Provost Lubker noted that there is also one more plaque 
to hand out, to Faculty Senate Chair Ronnie Bankston, 
representing the College of Humanities and Fine Arts, serving 
2003-2004 as a senator and 2004-2006 as Faculty Senate Chair. 
Faculty Chair Bankston also acknowledged Faculty Senate 
Secretary, Dena Snowden, for the work she does. 
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He also noted that the position of Faculty Senate Chair is time-
consuming and challenging, yet rewarding. He knows a lot more 
about how the university operates and the role faculty play in 
it. He considers it a privilege to have served in this 
capacity. 
Chair Bankston also noted that the Senate would like to 
acknowledge the efforts of Faculty Chair Sue Joslyn. 
Faculty Chair Joslyn commented that is has been an interesting 
year and her goal was to get the faculty to talk but she didn't 
expect it would be about her. She agreed that you do learn a 
lot more about the university and how it works, and what 
outstanding colleagues we have here at UNI. She thanked the 
Senate for the recognition. 
ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn by Senator Soneson; second by Senator Heston. 
Motion passed. 
The meeting was adjourned at 4:45 P.M. 
Respectfully submitted, 
Dena Snowden 
Faculty Senate Secretary 
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